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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

1 . Acknowledgement is made of the amendment filed by the Applicant on 01/14/2005, in 
which: Claim 3 was amended; and the rejections of Claims 1-5,10,12-14,18,20,26,27,29,31 and 
38-45 were traversed. Claims 1-45 are cuaently pending in US Application Serial No. 
09/848,483, and an Office Action on the merits follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The rejection of Claims 3 and 4, under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112, set forth 
in paragraphs 1 and 2 of the previous Office Action (i.e., the non-final Office Action mailed on 
10/18/2004), is withdrawn in light of the Applicant's amendment to Claim 3. 

The amendment to Claim 3 is acknowledged and approved by the Examiner. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that fomri the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1,2,5,10 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Finlayson (4,385.219). 
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As to independent Claim 1, Finlayson teaches/suggests an apparatus for use in a switch 
array having spring elements (A preamble is generally not accorded any patentable weight 
where it merely recites the purpose or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of 
the claim does not depend on the preamble for completeness but, instead, the structural 
limitations body of claim are able to stand alone), the apparatus comprising: a bottom layer 
(figure 1, items 1.5 and 8) defining holes (in figure 1, a first hole is comprised of the space 
defined by item 8 of the bottom layer and a second hole is comprised of the space defined 
between items 1 and 5 of the bottom layer) for aligning with spring elements (figure 1, item 6); 
and a top layer (figure 1. items 7 and 15) engaged with the bottom layer and biased away from 
the bottom layer upon protrusion of the spring elements through the holes in the bottom layer 
(figure 1 illustrates that item 6 protrudes through the first and second holes, as defined above, 
during the compression or expansion as a result of a force exerted on item 6). 

As to Claim 2, Finlayson teaches/suggests the apparatus of claim 1 . wherein the top 
layer includes a plurality of top layer sections, and each of the top layer sections directs user 
actuated force against one of the spring elements (figure 1. items 7 and 15). 

As to Claim 5, Finlayson teaches the apparatus of claim 1, wherein the bottom layer and 
top layer define sets of hook-like elements that engage one another to define a distance of 
travel between the bottom layer and the top layer (figure 1. items 13,20,21 and 22 define and 
limit distance of travel and at these interfaces its looks like a curved or bent device for catching 
which reads on hook-like elements). 
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As to Claim 10, Finlayson teaches the apparatus of claim 1, wherein the holes are sized 
in the range of 0.1 to 2 square centimeters (figure 1 illustrates a finger operated switch where 
the holes look to be in this range). 

As to Claims 12,13 and 14, Finlayson teaches the apparatus of claim 5, wherein the 
distance of travel is less than 3 millimeters, 2 millimeters, or in a range of 0.01 to 1 centimeters 
(figure 1 shows a switch that has the capability of being pressed down this much or more). 

C/a/7n Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomris the basis for ail 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the Invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 3,4,18,20,26,27,29,31 and 38-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Finlayson (4,385,219). 

As to Claim 3, Finlayson does not directly illustrate the apparatus of claim 2, wherein the 
switch array is a keyboard, however it is obvious that more than one of Finlayson switches is 
capable of being produced and arranged together on a board this reads on the well known 
concept of "mere duplication of a well known part to achieve a multiplicative effect" for example 
"keyboard". 
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As to Claim 4, Finlayson the apparatus of claim 3, wherein each of the top layer 
sections is aligned with one of a plurality of keys in the keyboard (figure 1 . item 15). 

As to independent Claim 18, Finlayson was found to teach and suggest most of the 
limitations claimed in 18 in claims 3 and 1 above in addition Finlayson teaches an array 
of sensor elements that generate signals in response to a force (figure 1 illustrates a 
spring must be compressed in order to close the switch to send a signal). 

As to Claim 20, the limitations were addressed by Finlayson above in claim 5. 

As to Claim 26, Finlayson teaches the keyboard of claim 18, further comprising keycaps 
attached to the top Layer (figure 1 , item 15). 

As to Claim 27, Finlayson teaches the keyboard of claim 18, wherein the array of spring 
elements are attached to the top layer (figure 1). 

As to independent Claim 29, Finlayson most of the limitations were addressed by 
Finlayson above in Finlayson suggest a system comprising: a processor coupled to an input 
device (it is obvious that a key switch which one of many keys in a keyboard or key pad is 
intended to be used with some type of processor in a device such as a desktop computer, a 
laptop computer, a handheld computer, a cellular telephone, an instrument panel, an appliance 
which all commonly use keys as the input interface for a system). 
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As to Claim 31 , Finlayson teaches the system of claim 29, wherein the bottom layer and 
top layer define sets of hook-like elements that engage one another to limit a distance of travel 
between the bottom layer and the top layer (figure 1, items 13 and 20-22 define and limit 
distance of travel and at these interfaces its looks like a curved or bent device for catching 
which reads on hook-like elements). 

As to Claim 38, Finlayson teaches the system of claim 29, further comprising keycaps 
attached to the top layer (figure 1 , item 15). 

As to Claims 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, and 44, Finlayson suggest the system of claim 29, 
wherein the system is a desktop computer, a laptop computer, a handheld computer, a cellular 
telephone, an instrument panel, an appliance and the input device is a keyboard or key pad on 
the system (these are all well known devices directed merely towards an obvious intended use 
of the Finlayson key switch). 

As to Claim 45, Finlayson teaches the system of claim 29, wherein the array of spring 
elements are attached to the top layer (figure 1 , items 7 and 6). 

Allowable Subject Matter 
7. Claims 6-9,1 1 ,1 5-1 7,1 9,21 -25,28,30 and 32-37 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: see 
previous Office Action. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 01/14/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that spring element 6 appears to be resting on top of elements 1 and 5, 
is not being aligned by the holes, and is not protruding "through" a bottom layer. See pg JO, In 8- 
14,26-28; pglljn 1-9, 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. Finlayson illustrates in FIG. 1 spring 16 being 
confomned by a bottom layer, wherein the bottom layer comprises items 1.5 and 8. A hole is 
defined as "a hollowed place in something solid". See The American Heritage ® Collese Dictionary. 
2002. A first hole, as defined by American Heritage ®, is constituted by the area within the upper 
part 8 of the bottom layer. The second hole, as defined by American Heritage ®, is constituted 
by the area between lower parts 1 and 5 of the bottom layer, which surrounds the spring 16. 
Therefore, the first and second holes align the plurality of spring elements (i.e., the plurality of 
wound coils, wherein a coil is a series of concentric rings or concentric spirals). Furthermore as 
the plurality of spring elements, which constitute spring 16, are compressed or expanded, each 
coil winding is displaced (i.e., protrudes "through") within the bottom layer due to a force 
exerted. 

Applicant argues that items 13,20,21 and 22 do not constitute hook-like elements that 
engage one another, and that items 13,20,21 and 22 appear to be components of element 7. 

Seepgllln 17-26, 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. A hook is defined as "a curved or sharply bent device 
used to catch, pull, suspend, or fasten something". See The American Heritage ® College 
Dictionary. 2002. It is dear from FIG. 1 that items 13,20.21 and 22 are sharply bent devices, thus 
reading on the definition of a hook-like element. Items 13 and 21 are components of element 7, 
whereas item 20 is a component of element 5 and item 22 is a component of element 8. See 
Finlayson: col 3, In 46-55. Furthermore, items 13 and 20 cause elements 7 and 5 to engage (i.e., 
interlock) with one another to terminate a downward force, and items 21 and 22 cause elements 
7 and 8 to engage (i.e., interlock) with one another to temriinate an upward force. See Finlayson: 
col 5, In 46-55. 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1 and 5, not addressed above by the 
Examiner, have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
Specifically, item 8 constitutes the bottom layer, along with items 1 and 5, and reads on the 
limitations as presently claimed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Alexander S. Beck whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7765. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Sumati Lefkowitz can be reached on (571) 272-3638. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more infomriation about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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